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EFoRE ſpeaking 3 what is intend- 
ed concerning the Sonſhip of Jeſus Chriſt 
our Lord, we may previouſly take notice of 


a fir things concerning the Trinieys vt 
three adorable perſons in one undivided eſſence. 


It is evident, that the doctrine of the Trinity, ack 
cording to the Scripture nature of it, is to be viewed 
2s the foundation of all revealed religion : So that 

whatever doctrines, or opinions, do either directly, or Sa | 
by neceſſary and inevitable conſequence, ſtrike againſt. | 
the ſame, muſt at bottom be falſe and erroreous, 
however much they ſhould be blazoned over, with.” 
ſpecious language, and fair ſpeeches. 

The genuine nature of this doctrine, according o 
the Scripture, is beautifully expreſſed in theſe words: 
« There are Three Perſons in the Godhead, the Fa- 
«© ther, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt; and wee 
«c Three are One God, the ſame in ſubſtance; e in 
„ power and glory *.” 

| What we ate to obſerve here, is, ff, That POE 
are Three Perſons in the Godhead, as meaning an abs 
ſolutely fixed number; ſo as there cannot be more 
than Three, nor leſs than Three: Therefore, theſe © 
Three Perſons are in the Godhead, by the fame noe 

pure and abſolute ——_ as the exiſtence of the 
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being of a God is. So all ſuppoſition of will or choice 
as to theſe Three Perſons being in the Godhead, or as 
implying any poſſibility that any one of them ſhould 
not be in the fame, muſt be for ever excluded. But 
this is more particularly explained in what follows. 
Wherefore we obſerve, ; 4 _—_— 
| Secondly : It is ſaid, 1, That theſe Three are One 
God; aal, the fame in ſubſtance ; and, 3dly, equal 
in power and glory.—Theſe Three are one God, not 
three Gods. Nor are they one God, merely in de- 
ſign, purpoſe, and love; but one God eſſentially con- 
- fidered. Therefore it is ſaid, That they are the ſame 
in ſubſtance, via. of one and the ſame numerical ſub- 
ſtance or eſſence; fo that each one of theſe perſons 
has in him, that one eſſence, entirely, wholly, and 
alike, with any other of the adorable Three; and 
this without any pofiible confuſion, mixture, or com- 

* poſition. And thus are they ſaid to be equal in power 
and glory; that is to ſay, purely and perfectly equal, 
when each one has in him, not in any difference either 

as to kind, or degree, but moſt completely alike, the 

power and glory, or all the perfections and excellen- 
<ics belonging to that one divine eſſence. | 
 - Thirdly: We are allo to obſerve here, that we have, 

A242̃«4cording to the Scripture, the three perſons in the 

*_ * -. gadhead particularly named, viz. the Father, the 

3 > Son, and the Holy Ghoſt. Theſe names do point out 
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| aà real diſtinction of perſons ; ſo that the Father can- 
12 not be the Son, as he cannot ceaſe to be the Father; 
| ®-. + and the Son cannot be the Father, as he cannot ceaſe 
1:0ũ be the Son; nor can the Holy Ghoſt be either the 
| Father or the Son, as he cannot ceaſe to be the Holy 
Ghoſt. Alſo, theſe names do hold forth the order 

of perſonal ſubſiſtence among the glorious and bleſ- 
fed Three, in one godhead or deity. So the Father 
| is the firſt in order; the Son, the ſecond ; and the 
Holy Ghoſt, the third: And this order is purely and 
moſt abſolutely unchangeable; for what is in God, is 
. without all ſhadow of turning. ie: 

8 


, further, theſe names do bold out a gloriou 
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and neceſſary relation among theſe perſons, in one 
godhead. "Lo, while the Father is of none, neither 
made, nor begotten, nor proceeding ; yet the name , 
Father, as appropriated to the firſt perſon, fignifying x 
to beget, neceſſarily means, that his perſonality cannot 
poſſibly be without the Son. And the name Son, fig- 
nifying not made, nor proceeding, but begotten, as ap- 
riated to the ſecond perſon, muſt mean, that his 
. cannot poſſibly be without the Father. 
Likewiſe, the name Holy Ghoft, ſignifying not made, 
nor begotten, but proceeding, as appropriated to the 
third perſon, of neceſſity ſays, That his perſonality. 
cannot poſſibly be without both the Father and the 
Son, as he proceeds from both; as alſo, that neither 
the Father, nor the Son, can poſſibly be without the 
Holy Ghoſt. What is above offered, we hope, is to 
be believed concerning God, as to what he is in him- 
ſelf, according to the Scripture revelation of him. 
Wherefore we ſhall go on to conſider the Sonſhip of 
Jefus Chriſt, who is the ſecond perſon of the Trinity; 
and with regard to what we are preſently going to ſay, 
he is to be viewed merely as . abſtract from all 
ve, ſuppoſition of any created exiſtences ever being. 


che Taz Son of God, then, conſidered merely as the 
ut ſecond perſon of the Trinity, cannot be the Son-of-+ ;. 
m- God in any poſſible ſenſe but one, purely one: And ©. + 3 
r 3 this one ſenſe we take to be, That his pe onality is by ; 15 * 5 4 
aſe eternal, neceſſary, and ineffable generation from the 
he Father, conſidered as the firſt perſon of the Trinity, 
ly 50, when he is called the Son of God, the name G <-> 
ler ä to be taken in a perſonal ſenſe, and not'as\means: © 
fe 1g the divine eſſence abſolutely confidered : For tben 
the divine eſſence ſhould be a perſon, and the Son 
{ſhould not only have a diſtin& perſonality, but alſo a aũ 
diſtinct eſſence or godhead ; and likewiſe there would 
be four divine perſons, or elſe but one divine perfor, © 
and the names Father, Son, and Holy Gb, ſhould © + 
mean no more than diſtinct official names, afſumed b 
the ſame one divine perſon, according to the old $a= = 
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things, it is a mere impoſſibility or contradiction, that 


eternal, unchangeable, ſelf-exiſtent, independent, and 
Son of God, as being begotten or produced of the 


more Sons, after the ſame way, viz. of power and 
will, in which he hath this Son : Therefore neceſſary 


«ſo of God; yea, that he was the very power and 


„ neceflarily exiſtent ; that the neceſſary exiſtence of 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, is a thing we know not; 


Dr Clarke's Demonſtration of the Belog'and Attributes of. God. ; 
8 . Athan. Ep. de deeret. ſyn. cont. Har. Arian. | : * 2 
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bellians. But all or any one of which, being entirely 
ſubverſive of the true ſcripture - doctrine of the Trinity, 
muſt be downrightly heretical and damnable. _. 
Again: While he is the Son of God, viz. of the Fa- 
ther, the firſt perſon, he is not the Son of the Father, 
as being begotten and produced of his power and will, 
ſo as to have dwelling in him the fulneſs of divine 
perfections, excepting abſolute ſupremacy, indepen- 
dency, or felf-origination, as ſome ſpeak . But he is 
ſo the Son of the Father, as that, in the nature of 


the perſonality of the Father ſhould be in the divine 
eſſence, without the perſonality of the Son being in 
the very ſame eſſence ; and therefore he muſt be with 
the Father, one abſolutely-ſupreme God, infinite, 


as having all poflible glory and perfection that the 
Father can be faid to have. IE Os, 
If we ſuppoſe, for a moment, that the Son is the 


Father's power and will; we muſt admit a poffibility 
of the Father to have been without the Son; and not 
only ſo, but alſo a poſſibility of the Father having 


exiſtence, as independent of will or choice, muſt be 
denied him; and he muſt be only a creature, whatever 
high titles ſhould be otherwiſe given him. us the 
old Arians would admit, That he was God, and al- 


* wiſdom, and perfect image of his Father, ſubſiſting 
« in him, and always unalterable in every re 
5 But his being conſubftantial; or of the ſame ſubſtance 
« with the Father, they would never allow +.” Like- 
wiſe, the Simſonians are of the ſame principle, when 
Simſon taught, That our Lord Jeſus Chriſt is not 


Wc hm 
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« not to be uſed in talking of the Trinity; that the 
te three perſons of the Trinity are not to be ſaid 


to be numerically one in ſubſtance or eſſence; that 
« the terms neceſſary exiſtence, ſupreme deity, and the _ 


te title of the only true God, may be taken in a ſenſe 
4 tat includes the perſonal property of the Father, 
« and ſo not belonging to the Son.“ 

No let us turn to the ſuppoſition: of the exiſtence 
of creatures. Were this. opinion of the Arians and 
Simſonians to be received as the true one, then in- 
deed the Son might be the ſubject of the Father's de- 
cree ; the ſubject or object of the Father's promiſe, 
conſidering him as the firf perſon of the Trinity. But 
this is utterly overthrown, if the Son be of the ſame 
numerical ſubſtance with the Father ; for then he is 
one abſolute God with him, and author of all divine 


decrees with the Father, —and fo can be no more the 


ſubject of any decree, than the Father can be ſuch. 


- Again: Even to make it a promiſe of the Father to 


the Son, viz. the revealing or manifeſting that he is. 
bis Son by eternal generation, is a black gulf of here- 
ſy ; becauſe it neceſſarily means, that the FatNer's. 
perſon is revealed in the works of creation and natu- 


ral providence, while neither the Son nor the Spirit 
are revealed thereby. But the Father, as a diftin& * - 

perſon, is no more revealed by theſe, than the Son or 

the Holy Spirit. What we have revealed by theſe works 


is, the Being of one gloriouſiy wiſe, almighty, and 
ever bleſſed God: But the revelation of the myſtery 


of a Trinity, or of three perſons in one divine eflence, _  - + 
is what we are beholden particularly to the Scriptures. + 


For. 


Fg Likewiſe, it is poiſonous and deteſtable doctrine, to 
ſuppoſe that the Father firſt purpoſeth to reveal that 
he is a perſon in the gedhead, and then promiſeth - 


to the Son. to reveal that he is one too. If any ſuch: 
promiſe be made by the Father to the Son, it muſt of 


- 


360 17 7 ** *. 7 hc [4 ; 2 5 4 , *. , 4 * * 
- ® 3:wſon's. proceſs before the preſbytery ot Olaſtow. 1 
"y 4 ' 4 


Wa. * #E 


3 — 1 a 2 a * a a * 83 „ no "34 
8 . —_—c 37 
* 0 - f . 
n OE = = 8 
4 5 | | 
; . - * * a N 
that the term neceſſary exiſtanre is impertinent, and 


1 


W 


— 
— IIs 
* 


4 —_— —_— „ 4 & — W 3 RY 


+, 


— — 
7 O64 r ie gre 29+ UW ones + of 209 ee — —  —— N 


EB” awe 110” Of 
* = 


Father hath one declarative 


bother; the Father his by his own ' purpoſe, and the 
., Son his by promiſe of the Father. But then "yp are 
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neceſſity mean, that the Father is to reveal his b 
perſon : But the Father hath not purpoſed cookie — 


dur its being at the ſame time the purpoſe of the Son 3 
_ unleſs we ſay, that the Father and Son are not One 


true God, but Two diftinſt Gods, or Two divine 
Beings. - Now, to make the revealing of the Son, to 
be the Son, a matter of promife, is to ſay, That the 


„and the Son an- 


no more equal in power and glory 


But, further, if it be ſaid fa the revealing of theſe 


divine perſons, is not according to what is now offer- 
ed, but is equally a matter of purpoſe and of promiſe 
as to both, very well. But while we admit it as the 
truth, that it is a matter of purpoſe as to both; yet 
we are to conſider how it is a matter of promiſe. 
The word promiſe, neceſſarily means fome favour or 
benefit, as exhibited, or undertaken: to be beflowwed, done; 
or performed ; otherwiſe that word is gone from be 
ing of any uſe in language. Now, it was im 

fible that any promiſe whatever eould paſs between 
the Father and the Son, as merely divine perſons, or 

perſons of the Trinity; for there. was no poſſible room 
for ſuch, without making, in ſome ſenſe or other, theſe 
divine perſons to be mutually inferior the one to the 
other, ſo as to reccive a promiſed favour or benefit 


from each other. Here is ſuch a dreadful ſteam of 
" hereſy, as is fufficient to choke all. That the Father; 
on his part, ſhould receive promiſe from the Son, of 


having it revealed that he is a divine perſon, and chat 
the Son, on his part, ſhould receive promiſe from the 


N Father, to have it revealed that he is a divine perſon al- 
ſo, — is abominable to the laſt degree, and overturns the 


whole ſyſtem of divine truth revealed in the Scriptures: 
It is demonſtratively clear, and belongs to the founda- 


tion of all revealed religion, that neither of theſe ados 
rable perſons, conſidered only as to their diſtinct perſv: 


nalities in one godhead, could ever make or receive any 
promiſe to or from one another, while ont 8. 
| G 


God. The Father, indeed, might be ſaid to make pr6- 
miſe to and about the Son, if the Son be not of the 
fame eſſence with him, but only of his power and wilt z 
| but that being contrary to the Scripture, ne 
other. 

Having conſidered in what ſenſe Jeſus Chriſt, as * 
ſecond perſon of the Trinity, is the Son of God; and 
that he is the 2 only ſenſe, wiz. 

eternal, neceſſary, in neration, ſo as & 
_ * according to this ſenſe, he ſhould 
be ee the ſubject or object of any decree  or:pros | 
miſe of the Father; we ſhall proceed to take a view 
of a moſt bleſſed and gracious revelation made to us 
in Scripture. This is uin ION, 2 about ws 
ſalvation of men- th 1 872 | 


-Iris E . ee ae, concerning] his 
rae, when it is ſaid, —-wifl 
— give thee for a covenant,-—Throug h ' the blood of the 
ns covenant +;—with other correſpoadiiig phra- 
ſes elſewhere. Alfo, it is plain from. Sexipture, that 
this covenant was the matter of the moſt ſoverei 

pleaſure and glorious counſel of a. Three · one God ʒ 
m. and that, according to this counſel, the three adorable 
ſe perſons. of the Trinity took each his place in this 
he "WW covenant. So the Father took the place of ſuſtaining 
fix the whole Trinity; the Son took the place of ſuſtain- 
of ng an elect world; and the Holy Ghoſt took the place 
x; of becoming the Spirit of promile, given by the Father 
of o the 80n. Now, in this covenant, there: was a \ 
at high CONDITION; as there was a moſt 
he WW PROMISE... The condition was,  Moft full — 4 
al- for the injury done tu a broken lau and moſt perfect ſatin. 
he action, for — of incenfed - juſtice... Nor did this 
es. condition contain the demands of the Father only, . as 
a- the firſt perſon of the Trinity ; for then it would un- 
02 avoidably follow, that the Son and Spirit were more 
D- ings Father „ aner had not enn ſame 
ny nn 35:51 129734 268 7 #f 19935 *-. | claims 
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Father's law; that juſtice is a 


it may be ſaid to be even more honeſt, to turn downs 
right deiſt, and deny Scripture altogether. 
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| perfection belonging to 
the Father's perſon, nat to the divine effence. In ſhort, 


that Father, Son, and Spirit, are not one abſolute God, 


or one glorious deity. _ 


- - There is a way, indeed, of getting clear of all this, by f 
tacking about, and ſteering in among the Socinians. 
Theſe deny any ſuch conditionary demands, and will 


have God only to give to the world a complete pattern 


of righteouſnefs, by the perfect obedience and cxem- 
plary ſuffering of Jeſus Chriſt, as an extraordinary man, 
refuſing that he is a divine perſon. But ſuch ap ab. 
ſurd and unfcriptural hereſy, is fo ſubverſive of that 


ſyſtem of doctrine given in divine revelation, as that 


However it is quite clear, that there was a condition, 


and one moſt awful and tremendous too; even ſuch 


as. ſhould be an atonement, a propitiation, a putting 


away of fin 2 Theſe, and a great number of 
expreſſions of the like import through the Scriptures, 


do ſhew, that a moſt full and proper ſatisfaction be- 


hoved to be given. Then the Father, as ſuſtaining the 


whole Trinity, did enter into covenant, demanding, as 


an abſolutely holy and righteous God, ſuch a complete 
and ſatisfactory righteouſneſs, as ſhould anſwer for 
vindicating the - crown-rights of heaven, without 
which not a drop of any ſaving mercy or benefit could 


reach a periſhing world. Alſo, the Father, thus enter- 


ing into covenant, did make promiſe upon the ſaid 


condition. 


Again: The Son did enter into covenant on his part, 
aaa mediator, and an undertaking ſurety, ſuſtaining an 
elect world. It were abſurd blaſphemy to ſay, that the 
Son, as the ſecond perſon of the: Trinity, did enter into 
covenant: But he who is the fecond perſon of the 
Trinity, did enter into covenant any and merely: as 
God-man mediator, and an undertaking ſurety fon a 
ſt world. When it was utterly inconſiſtent with the 
divine glory, that the Father ſhould enter into cove- 
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pant, ic any other poſſible way than as ſuſtaining the 
whole Trinity; ſo was it equally intonſiſtent wich the 


ſame-divine glory, that the Son ſhould enter into co- | 
enant, in any other poflible way than as a mediatary 
ſuſtaining that world he undertook for. 


Now the Father, in this covenant, became the 3 
ral or covenanted Father; the fœderal or covenanted 
God of Jeſus Chriſt. Then ſurely the ſame-Jefus 


s Chriſt, became the fœderal or covenanted Son of that 
W federal or covenanted Father, and the fœderal or co- 
venanted Heir of that fœderal or covenanted 


Here we think lies the very ground-work or founda« 


tion of the whole plan of Heaven, about the ſalvation 
Jof men. If the Father be not the Father of Jeſus 


Chriſt in a fœderal ſenſe, but only as perſonally con- 
ſidered; then our ſalvation is gone, —all muſt periſh ; 
unleſs chere be ſome gleam of hope among the Arme- 
nians, who ſpeak of univerſal grace procured for all 
mankind,, by the improvement whereof they may 
make out for themſelves, a title unto God as ther 
God and Father. But if this fail, as there is all the 
reaſon in the world to fear it wall; then all is loſt. 
Every door is ſhut. For Chriſt's right, as the ſecond 
perſon of the Trinity, unto the Father as perſonally 
conſidered, can be a ground of right or title for none, 
whether men or angels, in the whole univerſe. He 
that would affirm otherwiſe, muſt neceflarily be i * 
gulphed into a world of inextricable blaſphemies. 
But let us turn away from what is fo Ys: ends 
what is moſt comfortable: And let. us alfo fit down, 
and bleſs the God and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
that he hath not left us ſo deſtitute. He reveals to us, 
in his ſacred oracles, that there is a federal relation 


between him and the Son; ſo that loſt finners may ob- 
tain, conſiſtent with the divine perfections, full right 
to God, as their God and Fataer, throu ————y 


Him, and thus upon the footing of his right, - 


Concerning this fœderal ip of Jeſus Chris, ol 


may, firft, ke notice of ſome Scriptures for the 


PS of it; — 8 attend to the ghoſtly. 


appearance | 
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appearance of the Adoprionarians, raiſed up to frighten 


| us out of our reaſon and religion both. 


Firſt, We would take notice of ſome Scri 


concerning this fœderal Sonſhip ; and we ſhall, out of Wil 


many, conſider theſe few. As, 

I. It is ſaid, He ſhall cry unto me, Thou art * 
ther, my God, and the Rock of my Salvation. Alſo, I 
_eoill make bie my Firft-born ; 3 than the kings of 
the earth*. It is very plain, that theſe words were 
ſpoken concerning David, as a type of Chriſt. But it 
were certainly a grievous and dẽteſtable perverſion of 
Scripture, to make David a type of Chriſt confidered 
merely as the ſecond perſon -/ pt Trinity, or as the 


Son of God by eternal generation. We ſuppoſe 
there is not, in all the Bible, any one type of him in 
- that ſenſe. The only one that can be ſuppoſed to be 
viewed ſo, is Melchizedeck. Of him it is faid, Withs 


out father, without mother, without deſcent, having nei- 
ther beginning of days, nor end of life ; but, made like unto 


ie Son of God, abideth a Prieft continually +. While the 
- Son of z a de perſon, is here ſpoken of as ty- 
3 — by Melchizedeck, yet Melchizedeck does not 


ify bim as to his perſonality ; for it is not true, 
the 8on of God is without father. If it be ſaid 
that he typifics him, as being without father in reſpe- 
of his manhood, and without mother in reſpect of his 
godhead; then he typifies him only as to his mediatory 
character, God- man, — and not as to his perfonali 


the godhead, in which reſpect he is one abſolute Cod 


with the Father. But the juſt meaning concerning 
Melchizedeck appears to be this, viz. That he being 


without any Scripture record of bis father or his 


mother ; without any mention made of his genea- 


. -logy, or of what ſtock or family he was of; and 
without. any account of his birth or death; was then 
without predeceſſor, or ſucceſſor, in his prieſtly of- 


fce: And ſo a ſingular type of Chriſt in his ever- 
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; N riſt, . „debe eee 
me above words 
7 enſe ; for as David Nos cored its 2 . 
eanſe, it behoved to beſo with the antitype; Gabe 
ay typifying of Chriſt here, muſt be overthrown: 
But God ſaid as to David, My mercy will I keey: 
vr evermere, and my covenant all fland faft wit Bim 2 
Then this was undeniably ſaid concerning David as 4 
type ; for the truth of this is only fulfilled in Chriſt 3 
therefore he muſt be the antitype. Now, it muſt fol- 
low, chat Chriſt ſhould cry in a covenanted ſenſe, Tun 
art my Father, my God, and the Roch of my Salvation. 
Bur if Jeſus Chril could be ſaid to ſpeak this langu 
of God, vi. calling him his Father ih a federal ſenſe, 
he is ſurely God's Son in a fœderal ſenſe too; for it is 
an expreſs contradiction, that God ſhould be his Fa- 
ther in a feederal ſenſe, and he not God's Son in a fœ- 
deral ſenſe alſo. „% 8 e 
Again: It runs in promiſe, J vill als him my Firft« 
horn ; higher than the kings of the earth. This plain 
refers to the exaltation of Chriſt, due to him in cove- 
nant; and che name or title of Firft-born, while ex- 
prefſive of the higheſt dignity and glory that ſhould 
be conferred on him, does at the ſame time fi 
covenant relation to God, that: ſhould ſtand for beer, 
and be indiſſolvable, on the ground of finiſhing 'the. 
conditionary part of the covenant on Chriſt's ſide. 
So it truly runs, I PLACE or CONSTITUTE © 
him the Firſt-born. It is as much as to ſay, I will SET 
him in the higheſt glory, as the Firſt- born; confirm 
ing his covenant- relation unto me, as his God and Fa- 
ther; which is perfectly his right in fair juſtice, ſince 
he cannot poſlibly fail in finiſhing the great work n 
I have given him to do. 
24 This may be learned from Chriſt's ſaying in one 

place, I and my Father are one f. And in another 
Bos My ! is greater than I. It is plain from 


theſe 


* 
. 


Pal. laxxix. 28. f John x. 30. + John xiv. 28. 
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theſe places, that Chriſt of the Father, and of 
himſelf, 3 When he declares 
that he and the Father are one, viz- ONE BEING; 
he: there ſhews, that he and the Father are divine per- 
fons, in one glorious being or eſſence; and chat 
therefore he is the Son of God the Father by eternal 
generation, and equal with God. But when he fays 
that the Father is greater he, then he evidently ſpeaks 
both of the Father, and of himſelf, in a ſenſe different 
from what was before, viz. of the Father, as God ab- 
ſolutely conſidered, or as ſuſtaining the whole Trinity ; 
and of himfelf, as God-man mediator, the Father's 
ſervant, and fo about to go to the Father, to receive 
Bis glorious reward. Therefore he ſays, If ye loved me, 
ge would rejoice; becauſe ] ſaid, I go unto the Fat for 
my Father is greater than 1. As it is plain that Chriſt 
ſpeaks here in his mediatory character, and fays, My 
Huber; while it is an eternal truth, that he is his Fa- 
ther as a divine perſon; yet, when ſaying that he is 
greater than he, it of neceſſity means, that there is a 
relation or title to him as a Father, which he is, ac- 
cording to covenant agreement, to have confirmed to 
him, by that ſtate of exalted glory, which he is going 
to the Father to be placed in. The Father had pro- 
miſed to him, ſaying, I will PLACE him my Firſt- 
Horn; higher than the kings of the earth. Accord 
, ingly he was ſet in this ſtate of exalted glory, in his 
reſurrection and aſcenſion, as the apoſtle Peter de- 
clares, ſaying, God hath made that ſame Jeſus, whom 
ze have crucified, both Lord and Chriff *, The word 
rendered made, among other meanings, particularly 
ſigniſies to place; and this is the proper meaning here, 
connected with other Scriptures. 8o God hath placed 
him in that exalted ſtate of mediatorial glory; and 
hath ſet him at his own right hand, as the Chriſt, the 
Anointed One. But ab pointedly, that in being 
Net on the Father's right hand as the Anointed One, 
he bath now amply confirmed to him his covenant- 
relation to the Father, as becoming his Anointed One. 
FN. _ .. 


2. AQs ii. 36, compared with chap. iv. 10. 


Thom be hath apponted heir of all things *, via. ſet or 
laced. heir of all things, as the word is. This com- 
with what is ſaid elſewhere, via If children, tben 
heirs, heirs of God, and joint heirs with Chrifl f. The 
Son of God, as a co-worker with the Father in creat- 
ing the worlds, hath a natural, original, and underived 
right of heirſhip to, and dominion over all thoſe worlds. 
Alſo, as the don by eternal generation, he hath an 
8 efentially neceſſary right of heirſhip to the Father. But 
when it is ſaid, ſet or placed heir of. all things, it muſt 
refer to his mediatory exaltation; according to cove- 
nant. Then, heirs of God, meaning a Three-One 
God in the perſon of the Father, as a God in cove- 
nant; is in being joint heirs with Chriſt, through a 
ſpiritual union to bim, and ſo brougta over upon his 
right in that coe. Dar Sertt' 
4. This covenant relation alſo appears from its be- 
ing ſaid, Iwill be to him a. Father, and he ſhall be to me. 
a Sonj. What was ſpoken concerning Solomon as 2 
type, is applied to Chriſt as the anti-type. So it means, 
that what was the eternal council of a Fhree-One God 
being in tlie form of a covenant between the Father 
and the Son, is publithed in the ſtyle of a promiſe, __ 
MWherefore, it is the promiſe: of a I hree-One God, in 
the perſon of the Father as a oovenanting God, made : 
to the Hon, as the head of, and an — 
for an clect world. Thus, as the ſurety then of a bet- 
ter teſtament, he bath made firm unto all that ſhalt 
believe in him, a new covenant right unto God, as 
their God and Father, in him, and in his right. 
5 This further üppears from Chriſt's receiving the 
promiſe, of the Father, viz. the Spirit. He took x 
place in covenant, that it might be anſwerable for him, 
oonſiſtent with divine glory, to receive. that promiſe; 
even as the Father took a place in that covenant, that 
it * be anſwerable for him, conſiſtent with the 
fame divine glory, to make ſuch a promiſe. So the 
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fure umts him * ; and it pleaſed the Father, that in him 

foould all fulneſi dwell . But, as the ſecond perſon Wl 

of the Trinity, he had all that fulneſs in him, equally Wi 

with the Father: And, confidering-tbis promiſe, as bes Wl 

ing of the Eternal Spirit, it was impoflible-that-ſuck 

omiſe ſhould be made to him, or given him, as the 

of God by eternal generation; becauſe that fame 

10 Spirit proceeded from him, together with the Father. 

1 Then, this promiſe being made to him an as medias 

tor, and made to him in covenant, it neceflarily means 

| a covenant- relation being conſtituted between the Fa- 

+ ther and him; and that, according to the divinc coun« 

. eil of the adorable Three, this relation ſhould ſtand 

grounded upon his performing, according to ' coves 

- nant, that great work given him to do. I hus he be- 

came juſt heir at law, and capable of receiving, in 

pure quſtice, that glorious promiſe, as perfectly his 
| right, as completely his due. We come now, 

+ Revondly, to conkider the ghoſtly appearance of the 

Adoptionarians f. Their opinion was, that Chriſt, as 
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1 to his human nature, was the adopted Sen of God. 
— I But this did directly drive into the heretical whirl- 
— 14 pool of the old Neftorians, who maintained two per- 
i i ſons in Chriſt, viz. a divine and human: For Sonſhip 
| 8 by adoption, muſt, in the nature of things, mean 2 


| i perſon or perſons adopted. Now, if the Son of God, 
mn reſpect ef his human nature, was a Son by adop- 
4 tion, then he was 2 as to that nature. But this 
| z ſubwerſive of the Scriptures, which abundantly teach, 

; that there is but one perſon in Chriſt. #14. 18h 
It is but a piece of baſe deceit, to ſpeak as if any 
iS & ſhould ſuppoſe that his eternal.Sonfhip gives place 
ac to an adoptive Sonſhip. Why, the Son of God 
could never . poſſibly be an adopted Son, which wa 
ever we ſhould conſider him. As to his perfonality,: : 
was impoſſible; he being the Son of the firſt * 
a 24 | 1 { \ | Ss, _ e 
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il e . 34. ' 1+ Coloſ. i. 1199. 
1 The ringleaders of theſs were, Felix Biſnop of Urgel , and El 


Pandas Biſhop of Toledo. 
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— 
nity, it was im z becauſe the divinity of Chriſt, 

s che one divinity of Father, Son, and Spirit, and is 
u, but the one Mence of the bleſs 
led Three. As to his humanity, | ic was 1 | 
cauſe that never ſubſiſted by itſelf, but only exiſted in 
union to divinity in the of Jeſus Chriſt; and 
therefore was not a human perſon, but merely human 
nature aſſumed by him,—a divine perſon. Likewiſe, 
2s Gad man Mediator, it was impoſſible; which we 
ſhall explain, by ſhewing the abſolue difference that 
is botween adoptive KOBET 5 and the fœderal Bann 


1. Sonſhip by ade ef ebene er 
favour: But Chriſt's fœderal Sonſhip was dear bought. 
He had to bear all the curſes of a broken law, the 
zafinite load of divine wrath, ere the tice could be 


made apy <6 06 in law and juſtice 
ſhip by do" ger is in taking out of one ba | 
mily into . But Chriſt's: fœderal Sonſhip, is 


of Chriſt. 


eternally different from ſuch; when, as a divine per- 


fon, he had his part in that gforious council with the 


Father and the Spirit, wherein that wonderful coves - 25 


nant was framed ; and in which covenant, the ado- 
Fable I hree,- as has been obſerved, did cach take his 
place, and that from the ſame divine love -l 
__ Fre, cqually /overeign. Talk not to usg then 
O ye Arians, Socinians, Adoptionarians, and ſeſuits, 
about your tion-{cheme, or any other, to ——__ | 
this myſtery of wiſdom and love. 

3: Adoptive Sonſhip is, wherein: the adopted ke 
do individually receive what benefit is conveyed unto. 
them thereby: But Chriſt's fœderal Sonſhip is, where= 
in he received no benefit for himfelf, as needing any 
ſuch. His ſufferings being for no fin of his own, but 
only for the fin of others; ſo all the bleſſings purcha- 
fed by theſe ſufferings, were entirely for others. And: 
he being the purchaſer, has, in his ſtate of exaltation, 
ren due to him in. law, of —_ 

5 | 


5 


the v of Chri. | 
df che: Tab, by eternal. 
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mip, from the title of 


great Lord keeper, and ſovereign adriniffrator of 
al og bleflings *. | T0 
4. Adoptive Sonſhip is not — n 
of Sonſhip to others in another or diſtinct way: But 
Chriſt's fœderal Sonſhip is ſuch; therefore, not of 
the nature of adoptive donſhip. it is of itſelf plain; 
that adoptive Sonſhip can never be the foundation of 
Sonſhip in a diſtinct way to others. Alſo it is plain, 
that Chriſt's fœderal Sonſhip is this, when it is faid; 
Having predeftinated us unte the adoption of children 
Ze, Chrift to himſelf f. Now, the venting of th 
adopting grace, had, for the foundation of i 5 Chriſt's 
making out of a right or title, as an undertaking ſures 
. enduring all the penalty of a broken law. Where. 
adopting grace had honourable vent; and had it 
not been for this federal right of Sonſhip made out 
by Chriſt, that adopting grace could never, in con- 
fiſtence wich law and juſtice, have reached any of man- 
kind, and ſo all behoved to perith. - 
85 Having thus pointed out the difference, beten 
adoptive Sonſhip and Chriſt's fœderal Sonſhip; we 
may next conũder the Reg aur dignity of this Son- 
r/i-born given him in Scrips 
pra 'This title Scale os a glory belonging to him 
as Mediator, which never any one of all the angels 
' had either capacity or worth for bearing the he 
f. 80, he hath by inheritance obtained à more excellent 
ame than they. He is the Firfi-born among many bre- 
 threnj. The Firſi-born from the dead, that in all things 


bie might have the pre- eminence g. The faithful | W * 


"e the Firfl-begotten. of the dead 1. , 
| - 


- He was the ſame under the Old 3 before his _— in 


the flcſh; becauſe, being God, all was as good as fulfilled, and his 


_ e mediatory glory abſolutely ſore. 


D 4 Ba, wil 26; 5 $ Colec l. 18. x? 


Rev. i. $5. This is emphatically expreſſed by the. Syriac ſayi 


Hab Sohdo: Hau Mehameno; Haũ Buchro demiot he, i, e. That it. 


, that Faithful One ; that Firſt-born of the dead. it is the ſame ih 


the original, when the articles are read. Any language the Scriptures 


are tranſlated into, may be conſidered wittiout any injury to the ori- 
ginal text ; fo the word C gel, in our own language, is very expreſſive, 
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It is undoubtedly the truth, That the, Lord 
& Chriſt is never abſolutely called the firſt-begotten, 
or the firſt- born, with reſpe& either to his eternal. 
« generation, Or to the conception and nativity of his. 
human nature: It is-the dignity and privilege that 
cc 
cc 


attended being the firſt-born, which are deſigned in 
© this appellation, Heir of all, which was the privi- 
cc 'Jedge of the firſt-born ; the Lord Chriſt, by the 
« appointment of the Father, being intruſted with the 
„ whole inheritance of heaven and earth, and autho- 
& rity to diſpoſe of it, that he might give out portions. 
& to all the reſt of God's family; is, and is called the 
©* ffyt born thereof. — While we have here ſet forth 
the dignity of that title as given to Chriſt, it fully im- 
plies his fœderał relation unto. God, in name of the 
family, called God's family, that he is intruſted to give 
out portions unto. For, the title of firſt-born ap- 
plied to Chrift the mediator, is not a bare title of dig- 
nity, excluſive of any relation to the family, as may be 
ſuppoſed of a wan, to give out portions ; but. 
N | 3; 44 1 2 


meaning God's ſpeech, or good” ſpeech. Nor is any ſach eritieiſing, a: 
ſubjecting of the original to the ſtandard of any tranſlation ; for alt 
muſt be ſubjected to that original, though languages hare: their va- 
rious idioms and emphaſes.ig' expreſſing the ſame. truths.  'Fhe famous. 
Leuſden, ſpeaking ot the antiquity of. the Syriac verſion, in his addrefs- 
to the reader prefixed to-his Syriac Grammar, quotes an'author,, 
- aying, Audi bac de re, &c.'— Hear Martin in his preface. to the. New 
Teſtament about this: Hearken thou. bo, wouldeſt be à judge, E 
** whoſoever thou art, to whatever party thou dceſt belong, bs? 
% haſt not thy brains in thy heel; but in thy head; bis ig the Syriac: _ / 
% verſion, but: the principal and antienteſt of all: It is a: verſion, low u, 
* but preferable to all others, as more full, and better ap proven, it 
«© 15 a verſion, | ſay again; but either the work of ſome of the .Evan-- 
; « gelifts, or of thoſe who were in company with the Apoſtles at 
| « Antioch,. whom they had: acceſs to conſult and hear concerning. 
| many dark places. Therefore. application is ſafcly made to this. 
, alone, when any obſcurity or difficulty is met with in the Greet: 
5  * originals, This alone is ſafely, and without error, conſulted, when: 
a doubt is raiſed concerning the iatexpicting or tranſlating ot any 
certain place. For the anthority of this alone, comes 'next to the: 
1% majeſty of the fountains them/elves.” Ihus far Moriin.—The de- 
; fectiveneis of ſome antient copies, was got fupplied by the framers of: 
: the Polytlot, and by the learned Uſper*; ſo chat the Syriac News 
Teſtament is now complete. en e 
" A * Owens. SH, 
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It is 2 title bearing a ſpecial relation unto that family. 
So it is,—* Phat he might give out portions to all the 
e of God's family,” -as it is expreſſed in the above 
tation. | | 
To ſpeak of the foundation ſtone of a houſe, as 
having only a place of dignity er honour, without an 
relation to the houſe, were the moſt finiſhed abſurdi- 
ty, while the whole building hangs upon the founda- 
tion-ſtone. Now, Chriſt is the foundation-ſtone of 
God's laying ; and they are ſtones built upon him; 
vho is the foundation. When there are many ſtones 
in this building, there is but one foundation-ſtone 
among them all: And Chriſt, as the Son of God by co- 
venant , being the foundation-ſtone LAID 
they, in being quickened by the Spirit of Chriſt, and 
made Sons of God by adpting grace, are ſtones BUILT 
him the foundation alone. þ 
| _. © Surely, then, he muſt be keen of ſeeking out accu» 
! fations, who would charge it with hereſy, to ſay, 
f « With regard to this his Sonſhip as the fieſt-born, it 
is no way conſtitutive of perſonality, more than 
: «© Sonſhip among men by adoption is.” Pray where: 
x is the revival, here, of the Adoptionarian hereſy ? Not 
| the remoteſt hint of ſuch a thing, but the very reverſe. 
Moſt © blundering virulence,” then, is ſhown by ſuck 
2 charge. Had it been ſaid, That his Sonſhip, as the 
firſt-born, is by adoption,” this indeed would have 
been the matter at once: But the very words, more 
than Sonſhip among men by adoption is,” did plainly 
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ſhow, that another Sonſhip was ſpoken of than 
tive Sonſnip. were wont of old to dreſs up 


in wild-beaſts ſkins, that they might be the 
more readily devoured ; and it ſeems, the old ſavage 
ſpirit is not yet gone ont of the world. | 
It is a pecubar ſort of reaſoning, to ſay, —* When 
«.the ſecond is thus allowed to be in fome ſenſe an 
eternal Sonſbip, while there is not a ſyllable in all the 
& Bible for diſtinguiſhing betwixt a free and a neceſſa- 
„ eternal Sonſhip; an adverſary to the TRUE 
* eternal Sonſoip has no more ado for repelling every 

| FE if «© argument 
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te Selig of Chrgh, * 
for it from 


& of that ſecond Sonſhip, it is impoſſible to make any 
« rational defence againſt him.” Here one might 


aſk, where are we now? But may we not ſuppoſe the 


eternity of God, being an intelligentiy wiſs God, and 
4 diereving God 3 and fay, chat he is the former, by 
abſolute neceſſity of nature; and the /atter, by ſove- 
reign will and pleaſure ? If then an adverſary ſhould 
maintain, that he cannot be the intelligently wiſe God, 
without being, by the ſame neceſſity, the decreeing God 5 
decauſe eternity is equally rere to his being the 
one and the other, in we find no text in all the 


Bible, to ſupport us againſt ſuch an adverfary ? AA 


this rate, we muſt be hurled away, by all appearance, 

into the Atheifm of Hobbs and Spinoza f vis. Allis. 

God, or, There is no God but the univerſe; 
But, further, as, when we ſpeak of God being im 


eternity a decrecing ans it neceſſarily means his og - 


an intelligently wiſe God ; ſo, when we ſpeak 


Chriſt's being in ezernity the Son of God by covenant _ 


agreement, it neceffarily means his. being the Son of 


God by cfermal generation. For, had not God been an 


intelligently wiſe God, it was impoſſible that be could 
have been a eing God: In like manner, had not 
Chriſt been the 8on of God by eternal generation, it 
was impoſſible that he could have been the 
of God, upon. SUCH AWFUL TERMS:;—Bvet that 
we may come ſtill nearer the point,. we aſk, Had not 
Jeſus Chriſt a LORDSHIP given him in that eternal 
covenant with the Father ? If this be denied, then it 


at all. However, nothing can be found clearer in all 
en than that Chriſt had in that covenant a 
gifted Lordſhip : And as that covenant was made in 
eternity, he had that gifted Lordſhip in eternity. Do 
we then the to Arians, Sha deny his e 
rial r as one abſolute God with the Father ? 
find it impoffible to make any rations* 


'Bors. - 


2 „ =o 
every text in all che Bible,” bug 3 
« ( benny that the text is to be underſtood of the e 


« cond Sonſhip only; and, upon the ſuppoſed eternity- - 


4 * 


muſt follow, that there was no ſuch eternal covenant + — 


r 


* 


7 0 | A Diſcourſe concerning | 


5 e againſt them, becauſe of admitting 4 donative 
or covenanted Lord/bip? To anſwer here in the affire 
mative, muſt be by a maſked enemy of all revealed 
religion. | 

But we obſerve, that. in maintaining his ronnented 
and mediatory Lordſhip, there is the eftablithing the 

truth of his gſential Lord/bip, as truly God. Alſo, 
in maintaining his covenanted Sonſbip, there is the eſta- 
bliſhing the truth of his Son/bjp by eternal generation. 
How fo ? Why, becauſe had he not been truly God, 
and truly the Son of God by eternal generation, he 
could never have been poſſibly fit to bear the WEIGHT 
of the glory of that covenanted Lordſhip, or of that 
covenanted Sonſhip. Do we then make void the for- 
mer, by the faith 56 the latter? God forbid; yea we 
eſtabliſh the former. 

II is peculiar language to far, « He is the MOST 
HIGH GOD, as Mediator; and the &ernal den of God, 
as Mediator.” We remember of no Chriſtian divine 

who ever wrote in ſuch language. That he is the 

MOST HIGH GOD, who is Mediator, is an eternal 
truth: But that he is this AS Mediator, viz. God- 
man, is a new way of ſpeaking, and ſounds ſtrangely; 

o ſtrangely, as that there is reaſon. to fear the being 
ingullcd — the blaſphemy of the old Anthropo- 
morphites, who maintained that God conſiſted of ſpi- 

Fit and body, or of ſpirit and, matter. He, indeed, 

who is the moſt. high God, in wonderful condeſten- 
dence, became a Mediator; took to him human na- 
ture, that he might be capable of obcying his own law, 
and of ſuffering all the pains of it. But to ſay, he is 
the moſt high God, AS.doing theſe, is dreadful. Why ? 

| becauſe he is. the moſt high God, by eternal neceſſity z 
but he is Mediator, by the m9 1 choice. I hen, 
to confound what. is of eternal neceſſity, with what is 
ag gloriouſly, free with that ever-bleſſed God, muſt be 
damnable hereſy. The ſame applies to the expreſſion, 

via. He is the eternal San of. Ged as Mediator.“ I be 
eternal Son of God, viz. the ONLY BEGOTTEN of 
the ee is with the Father, and * Spirit, m 
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e way to God, to a Three-One God; the ground of 


oundation of our right to the enjoyment bf him, as 
n everlaſting portion. 

Now, when the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
hoſt, one true and eternal God, hath contrived 
ronderfully about a loſt world; all glory, blefling, 
and praiſe, are due to him from all in that wor 
herefore we conclude in the language of Paul, 
him, and through him, and to him, are all things « To 
whom be glory 2 ever. Amen 
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Pur acceſs to the worſhipping of that God; and the 
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| ters; and ſuch is the preſent caſe. 


WS facramentral- gccafion, to condemn the common prog 
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. for the raiſers of con 
| and breakers of the peace of the Church, to lick 
> mſclves clean, and to roll all the blame upon o- 


& £ 


8 far as we can learn, it has been the common 


until at laſt obe thought fit 4, publicly at 4 


Lud eser fince has it been kept up a living con 


. — al -fince the He- 
6 2 tion, to adminiſtrate the Sacrament of the Sup- 
„ * and bleſſing the elements of bread and! 4 
TELE INESS 2x3 br, f the bread, and giving "the fame to cm- 
waer An ee alſo" the cup to them. Nor do fa 
5 1 BE A Wy 
mc * (35 ot 36) years ago, in W - 
13g : Oh ”_# > 74. | 8 ic 

„„ after priyer, py "excluding it before prayer. 
il _ = l 3 | variation, ſo far as we can find, anf p 
3 f debate for a number of years, excepting WS 
1 5 1 occaſionally happen in private c A» 1 
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rging thoſe that did take tbe 
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er ding to fendHfy the clemexis wit heir hol ds; 
2 this. controverſy — 1nielf bar and wide; 26 | 
t behoved naturally and — to do, when peo- 
did nor ſce any evil in following the plain pattern - 

id down in Scripturc: And this ſpreading of it may 

likewiſe be fi to have been much . than 

en by 2 late publication, which is condemned * as 

A matter of heavy blame.” | That publication . "5 
thouſrnds never heard tell of. There was no ; 
ing in News-papers concerning it and but 2 co. £ 
pies were privatcly ſent abroad. 

Bat when we have 2 talking about che *. power 25 
©. the ſpirit of error,” it may not be i to take + 
otice of ſome of the Scripture' marks of thar ſpirig, 2+ 
Aud there are, among others, particularly four, which; 
when they meet 3 herr, it ic to be feared, OY 
ſuch a ſp wit. * 
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the utmoſt pts. on, Bay diſdain, as when one Jhouyld.- 
ſay, **—a mance, befide the manifcſt-futibty-ad. : 
*: well-known ſpitefulneſs. of it, is. ſo contemribjyrignl 3 
phiſtical and pedantic, that WE: 
. take particular 'natice of A Alle it Arch = Te RE] 
tofry and ſupercilious inſolence, in not ſp ; . | 
ple in the duſt, the characters of men 
and hoſe names are ben and 
the: church of Gd. 
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. ſideriag of the thing,” And again, ©. while thingy 
c indifferent, though improper, are left. indi 
4 they ſhould much rather be born with.” Yet, afie 


7 


all, to ſay, Af this /ifting of them up (condemned t * 
* our Confeſſion) was an unwarrantable practice, eve «« 


before the conſecration, when they are ſtill to be 
* confidered as of common uſe.” The unwarrantable 
practice here, is Popiſh idolatry 3 ſo this taking, is work 
than that. Again, to ſay, (ſpeaking of Epiſcopal fu. 
perſtition) that ſuperſtitious regulation. evidently 
4. proceeds upon a ſuppoſed wenerab/eneſs communicats 
. ed to the elements by conſecration, even in their 
« material ſtate: And it is à native conſequence e 
ts the reſpect paid unto. them in that ſtate, by the 
& taking or lifung up, which has been conſidered!” —» 
Thus it is a native ſource of i Epiſcopal ſuperſtition, 
Alſo to fay, © It is a human invention, in taking up 
he elements before prayer, to take up only a part 
* for the whole. Whercfore: it is a groſs corruption 
of this ſacred. ordinance by human invention. But, 
further, to ſay, The author of this defence will. be 
4 much injured, if he ſhould be ſuppoſed to mean a 
= (| hard reflection upon any who have practically con- 


. hen they were conſecrated; it muſt rather be fp 


* 
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 - _ ** trayencd our ſtandards in the preſent caſe, from in- 
X conſiderate imitation without examination,” vi. 
done yened our ſworn- to ſtandards, and fo guilty of 


No, where is there an © honeſt conſcience” in all 
> God's earth, that can reconcile ſuch glaring and- groſs 
-. Contradiftions ? The taking before prayer is no matier 

bf ſcandal, is a matter indifferent; is a matter wherein 

15 there is not the meaning a hard reflection upon an 
Fo have practically contravened our ftandards as to 
this; yet at the ſame time it is worſe than Popiſh ido: 
Autry ; a ſpring of Epiſcopal ſuperſtition;; a matter 
 _ of human invention, and contradictory ta our ſworn 

- to ſtandards ;. and therefore downright perjury: - But 

why be ſo long ſilent, without uſing means to reclaim 
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n ored church Ff | BEGS; 
an” 3. The ſpirit of error is an artful and cunning” 


ſpirit 5 as when one would talk of ſacramental in a 
4 general” and ** peculiar” ſenſe ; and of a fig n, I 
ond taking in the ſacrament, labouring flily to eſta- 3 
bliſh the /econd as the ſtanding one, in exclufion and 
condemnation of the 5, as but occaſional; and all 
intermixed with much crafty reaſoning. | 
4- It is a bloody and excommunicating ſpirit ; as 
when one ſhould tell us, that“ Mr David Lindſay 
G —had been an clevator—of the elements at con- 
« ſecration ; for which (this among others) the aſ- 
«& ſembly did depoſe and excommunicate him: And 
4 yer this taking, or lifting up (for ſetting them 
« down again), in the time of conſecrating, was not ſo 
ni © unaccountable, as a like practice before conſecration , 
up hen the elements are ſtill in their common ſtat .. 
ai That is to fay, Theſe who take the elements before 
on prayer, ought much more to be depoſed and excom- 
ut, municated. —Alfo to ſay, © Bur it is expedient, for the 
be © future purity and peace of the church, to have ſuck 
1 4 © a plant nipped in the bud.” That means, to be cut 


n= off, or cxcommunicated. This much concerning tde 
In- ſ X of * th a | . 5 2 1 
z. 2 8 31 


oi Ws ſhall next go on to conſider che adminiſtration? kk 
of the Supper, according to our ſtandards. It is plain, 


al chat theſe ſtandards contain no ſuch diſtinction, as 25 FE. : 
os fated nature and occaſional conveniency of the adminiſtra 
der tion of this ſacrament : Becauſe the ſtated nature of 
in wo C Ks. „ 
op r ü 1 | 17 77 an = 
to The yery ſplendid and pompous title, via. Vindicie dominice, i. e. >: 
ill The Lord's defence, ſhould have bad the printed ſtamp of St Peter's © 


keys appended ; for it is pitiful to ſcramble about the papal chair, 
ter without jamping into it all at once. When it is likewits faid. that 
"11 an unprovoked temper, —hath forced a vent for itſelf,” V indicis, 
zut mould almoſt of all mankind be ſilent about temper ; for there is 

fearce a writer, who, with as little provocation, ihews more of an b. 
um leut, domineering, and &ſdainful turn of temper. And as to provoca= 
ch tion, it can be moſt fully explained on whoſe fide it was, when 3 


1 * 


: "WW particular call mall be given to do ſo. 
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26 A ſport View of adminiſtrating 

this ordinance, and of the adminiſtration of it, reaches 
to all generations,—to all circumſtances of the church 

down to the end of time. One indeed might ſpeak of 


occaſional neceſſity, and occaſional conveniency, accord- 
ing to lots and circumſtances ; whence differences may 
he as to the quality of the elements, and of accommo- 


dations for celebrating this ordinance. But the admi- 
niſtration, whether by one or a number of miniſters, 
is, in its ſtated nature, but one adminiſtration at any 
ume. 7 2 
When our ſtandards ſpeak of the miniſter's partal. 
ing at diſpenſing, it is not merely of a miniſter's diſ- 
penſing to his congregation, but means and ſuppoſes 
one table-ſervice. For, if there ſhould be ſeveral 
table- ſervices, according to the number of a congre- 
gation, it is not that the miniſter is to partake as of- 
ten as there are table-ſervices at ſuch a time. Alſo; 
the ſtated nature of the ordinance, renders all thoſe 
table-ſervices to be but the giving an opportunity for 
cach one individually to partake, and that but once at 
that time. But as to the miniſter's partaking, the 
meaning is, that it be not feparately or apart, 2 in 


public communion with the congregation; becauſe it 


ollows in our Confeſſion of Faith, ** Private maſſes, or 
« receiving this facrament by a prieſt, or any other, 
©« alone, —ar.—contrary to the nature of this ſacra- 
ment, and to the inftitution of Chriſt “.“ 7 
It opens a new field, to ſay, —It muſt be not only 
« a monſtrous impropriety of conduct, but alſo. a 
« ſhocking oy done to the ordinance, if a 
« miniſter, when diſpenſing it to others, or aſſiſting a 
« brother in the work, ſhould decline to partake with 


them on that occaſion.” Partaking by a miniſter, 


belongs not to his public, but chriſtian character; and, 


abſtract᷑ from ſaying any thing about what dark hours 


he may have as well as others in bis chriſtian exer- 
ciſe, there may be occurring reaſons for his declining 
to join in his chriſtian capacity, and yet he may have 
ſome clearneſs to give miniſterial aſſiſtance in the 


* Conſe]. chap. Aix. par. 4. 
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le Sacrament of the Supper, Ke. 2 


work. It might, no doubt, look like a ſhocking in- 
dignity done to the ordinance, for a miniſter to dif- 
penſe it in his own congregation, and refuſe joining 
imſelf; or to agree in aſſiſting an inviting brother in 


the work, and to refuſe joining with him as a Chri- 


ſtian in the Sacrament. Bur it ſome others ſhould be 
aſſiſting, with whom there is the being particularly 
offended, this alters the caſe: And in ſuch a caſe, it 
ſhould rather be conſtrued a regard for, as offering any 
indignity to the ordinance f.. _ 

Again, in TREATING of the Sacrament, to ſpeak 


- 


of a firft and ſecond TAKING, is but unmeaning and 


ing, quite unworthy of, and unknown to 
our ſtandards: For though there ſhould be many-re- 
xeated takings, there is, facramentally, but one taking. 
Leas, though there ſhould be ſeveral loaves, there is, 
facramentally, but one bread: Though there ſhould be 
ſeveral cups, there is, ſacramentally, but one cup; and 
though there ſhould be ſeveral tables, there is, ſacra- 
mentally, but one table. This is the plain meaning of 
our ſtandards, when the Directory ſays, The wine 


* alſo in large cups;“ mentioning cvys in the plu- 


ral number, as referring to the preparation. But when 
ſpeaking of the adminiſtration, it ſays, In like man- 
«ner, the miniſter is to take the cup.“ Thus, to 
ſpeak here of the cup in the ſingular number, while 


there are ſeveral cups, plainly ſhews, that they are 
facramentally but one cup. Wherefore, when our 


ſtandards do mention the taling AS after prayer, they 


ought not to be underſtood as excluding and con- 


demning it, conſidered AS before prayer; becauſe t 
expreſsly hold forth our Lord's nftitution, command, 
and example, for the taking, as well as for any of the 
| C 2 „ 
+ About the beginning of the Seceſſion, Mel. Ebenezer Erſkine, 
Ralph Erſkine, and Alexander Moncrief, gave miniſterial aſſiſtance in 
facramental work at Torphichen ; but refuſed to partake, beeauſe of 
ſome aſſiſtants being thers with whom they were offended : And tho* 
cir conduQt ſhould be condemned, by all the rabble of prelates, and 
ly kirkmen, as an indignity to the ordinance; yet all genuine 
preſbyterians will juſtify it, as being, in theſe circumſtances, a teſtimony 
& regard for the dignity of that ordinances. —© | 
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other actions. But when it is fairly granted, chat 
our Lord ook before prayer, as being a matter quite 
« indiſputable, according to the ſcriptural record of 
* his practice on that occafion ;” and our ſtandards 
ought to be viewed as admitting the ſame ; then it 
were utterly abſurd, to make theſe ftandards p/ead our 
Lord's example, not only different from, but quite con- 
trary to what it truly was, according to the ſcriptural 
record of it. Our ſtandards then ought. to be confi 
dered as meaning, that the implied taking as before 


prayer, and their mentioned taking as after prayer, are 


not ſacramentally two actions, but only one: And thus 
our Lord's example may in truth be pled.—— The 
thing that our ſtandards appear fairly io exclude, is, 
the ing of the elements in time of prayer, as being 
but a piece of ſuperſtition ; fince the ſame is no part 
of the divine record, and therefore no part. of our 
Lord's example to be followed. That preſbyterian 
churches have hitherto thus viewed theſe ſtandards, 
ever ſince the compiling of them, appears from what 
| has been, fo far as we know, the common practice of 
theſe churches in the three kingdom. 
But, again: As to the word Sacrament, the diſtine- 
tion of it into-a © general” and © peculiar ſenſe, is 
groſs nonſenſe, and what our ſtandards are quite ſtran - 
gers to. Sacramental, is neither more nor leſs than what 
it external or viſible, appropriated, by divine inſtitution, 
to fegnify what is internal or invifible, for wiſe and gracious 


ends, And it is plain, that our ſtandards apply the 


RNS. 4 4 | word 
Our Lord's example being the only rule of adminiſtration, and 
the binge of the whole queliion, being what was the order in that cx- 
ample, there was reaſon to try if the mentioned order in our ſtand- 
ards, was-the juſt reading of the original text, yea or not: And if any 
tranſlations that we could have acceſs to conſult, according to any 
ability granted, did favour the ſame; fo it is but a four humour, or 
ſomething worſe, to give it out as if there were only the taking 


e gccaſion—to foiſt in a deal of impertinence. about Greek Aoriſts, 
„% with Syriac, and French and Dutch tranſlations.” We are very 


% 


ghd to find, that the order in our Lord's example is not refuſed; 
therefore. the pretended charge of oppoſition to our ſtandards goes ta 
ſmoke. Tt remains now for preſbyterians,46 try if our Lord's tak 
was only an eccaſtuna! cireumftance, or not; and that it, with the bre 
ing, was for no other purpoſe whatever, but that eben bread might 
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word ſacramental, equally, and without diſtinction, to 
the — and l So the Larger Catechiſm 
fays, · Diligently obſerve the ſacramental clements and 
« actions. I bey never ſuppoſe, that any of the 


actions which are according to our Lord's example, 


are not facramental : Nor do they ſuppoſe, that any 
one of them is more ſacrumental than anotber. So the 
Directory, when making the miniſter ſay, Accord- 
« ing to the holy inſtitution, command, and exam- 
« ple of our bleſſed Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, I take this 
« bread, and, having given thanks, break it, and give 
« it unto you,” does very plainly ſhow them to be 
alike ſacramental. If the taking and breaking be only 
for the giving of broken bread, then it has a dreadful 
found, to ufe ſo great SOLEMNEFFY about what is 
moſt abſolutely trifling; for every one knows, that 
before broken bread be given, it muſt be taken and 
broken. Likewiſe, it ſeems that the natural fancy of 
communicants. muſt be amuſed with a ſolemn pream- 
ble of the miniſter's taling and breaking, and nothing 
for their faith until he arrive at the giving. But our 
Lord's command, This do ye,” while it refers to the 
order of partaking,. refers alſo to the order of admini- 


Arating, according to his example given; and ſhows, 


that he holds forth nothing here, but what is all for 
the faith of his ßig 
- But if the taking and breaking be for no more than 
for giving of bread broken, why ſhould: the miniſter 
break it, when * this purpoſe is fully ſerved, by hav- 
mg” broken bread . ſet before” biin E and why ſpeak ſo 
folemnly about his breaking it, when it is thus ſuperflu- 
ous ? —— he not proceed to give broken bread, without 
telling us any thing about his taking and breaking, 
face they are but bare natural actions, deſtitute of al 
ſpirityal meaning, or myſtical ſignification To ſay, 
I take this bread, and break it,” as meaning only: 
out of natural neceſſity, is ſtrange. We know it is 
neceflary for him to take it, that he may have it to- 


give. But where is Wr for his breaking it, 


when 


_ 


© © Anſwer to Queſtion 174. 2 It a ,w3 x4 


. Likewiſe, he diſtinguiſhes, moſt clearly, what was acca- 


when it is already broken to his hand ? Befides, he muſt 
fay, © According to the holy inſtitution, command, 
and example of our bleſſed Saviour, I take, &c.” 
Let any ſober and intelligent chriſtian j judge, if he 
does not find here a rank ſmelt of blaſphemy ; when 
infinite wiſdom's example is fo ſolemnly preſentedy 
abour meaningleſs actions, in this ſacred ordinance. 
But, again: In ſpeaking of this inſtitution, i is 
Grave and new doctrine to ſay, * The Evangeli 
% and the Apoſtle Paul, record the fact as it Occa- 
« fionally ſtood (fuſt as Moſes recorded the fact of the 
paſſouer · inſtitution), that Jefus zook bread, and gave 
thanks, or bleſſed it All of them recording equally, 
that this was at night. While the Apoſtle, at com- 
ing to ſet forth the ſacramental Supper as a ſtand- 
ing ordinanee in the church, faw meet to do ſo, 
not in a doctrinal manner, but by a narration of 
our Lord's behaviour at the inſtitution 5 he could 
not juſtly make that narration, any other way tharr 
as aka caſe really was: And this he did, without an 
diſtinguiſhing betwixt what was of an occaſional, 
and what was of a ſtanding nature in that caſe; juſt 
* 28 M. ſes made no ſuch diſtinction in his account of 
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« the inſtitution of the paſſover. That occaſional or 


tranſient circumſtances, attended the firſt celebration 
of the Old "Teſtament paſſover, and the New Teſta- 
ment Supper, nobody denies. But it is downrightly 
perverſe, to make the Apoſtle Pau a mere hiſtorian 
recording the fact; while nothing can be plainer, than 
that he gave this infitution DOCTRINALLY, and 


by apeſlolic authority, as expreſsly eommiſſioned from 


Chriſt to-do ſo, fayk ying, for I have received of the 
« Lord, that which alfo-I delivered unto you, &c .*,” 


fonal, from what was of a ftanding nature: For, men- 
tioning. the time, viz. its being at night, he ſhews 
keis to be only a tranfient circumſtance, by ſaying, 

4. As often as ye cat this bread, and drink this cup, &c.”* 


ende 


ful, whether at evening, morning, mid-day, or midi 

night ; even as it is lawful, whether at full moon, new 

moon, or old moon. Allo, that the Apoſtle is here 

declaring things doctrinaliy, is plain from this, vis. 

That none of the Evangeliſts make mention of che 

words, © as often, &c.” l 
It is alſo very curious reaſoning, to ſay, While the 

« taking as before giving thanks, could not but appear 

« occaſional, as much as the nig/ht-ſeafon. of the celes 

&« bration, which he alſo records; the taking before 

4 blefling, ought therefore to be conſidered as an oc 

« caſional circumſtance of the firſt celebration.” By 

this way of reaſoning, any thing may be proven by 

any thing: For a man has no more te do, but to 
ert a thing; and then argue, 7 e it is. Buy 

even the bloody Popifh eouncit of Conſtance reaſon- 

ed, however ill, yet better than this againſt giving of 

the cup to the people, ſaying, cum firmiſime credens 

dum, &c.” i. e. when it ought moſt firmly to be 

© believed, and by no means to be doubted; that the 

* entire body and blood of Chriſt are contained un- 

& der the form of bread.” Thus the giving of the 

cup, according to them, is needleſs. And as they do 

not offer to deny, but readily aKow, that Chriſt gave 

the cup to the difciples ; it maſt then be confidered as 

but an occafionat eircumſtance of the firſt celebration, 

as much as the night-ſcaſon was. If we thould thus 

give ſcope to our fancy about occaſionals, Where falk 

we land ? yea even at the pulling down of this ordi- A; 

nance from deg the true nature of a Sacrament 

altogether, and fo to make it only ſome kind of a 

mere ceremonial badge or ticket of the Chriſtian pro- 

: feſſion; and thus to fhake hands with the Socinians, 

| But, further, it is an arrogant aſſertion, breathing 
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: the ſpirit of ſelf-ſufficience, to ſay, It is — 
| certain, that our Lord took up at ence, the whole 
of the bread which was to be uſed in the new ordi- 

« nance, as could cafily be done when there were ſo few 

% communicants.—Nor is it leſs certain, that he held 

me bread in hit hand, during all the time in which 

* 25 Kn 6 he 


32 A port View of adminiſfrating 

# be bleſſed it, or till he brake it.” To reaſon from 
a thing being poſſible unto its being actually done, is 
moſt ſenſeleſs and abſurd. Had any of the Evange+ 
liſts,, or Paul, told us, that he actually took the whole 
which was to be uſed, we were then bound to believe 
- But though a Pope, and. all his Cardinals, with 
— infallibiluy, ſhould affirm it, we will 
not believe it. However, let us from the Scriptures 
try this matter to the bottom. The taking was 2 
Jewiſh cuſtom: Nor is it refuſed, that © this Jewiſh 
4 < cuſtom, as having nothing blameable in it, our Lord 
« com with.” But then, What was this Jewiſh 
euſtom ? Did it lic in always taking up the whole 
that ſhould be made uſe of? Sure we are, that Paul, 
in con to this cuſtom, did not take up all the 
bread that was uſcd at the entertainment of a whole 
— of a ſhip, conſiſting of two hundred and ſe- 
It-was impoſlible for bim to do ſa 


Chriſt's —3 in the whole adminiſtration, was moſt 
and practicable; but it would overturn its being 
to make arbitrary ſuppoſitions of what quantity 
each diſciple took, and what quantity, would ſerve 
eee among à certain num- 


3 tay the .and tells, or. e tif 

ing. When Chriſt took the five loaves and two 
: oppoſe that he held them while being; yet 
not practicable, in any ordinary way, to hold 
breaking or diuiding. Therefore, it is 


he ſet them down, and, tak- 
divided it among the diſ- 
ſame Way, in order that 


the 
his 
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F the Supper, xc. 33 
me multitude, Then there was a ſecond taking, * 
mon” Alſo, ſuppoſe that our Saviour, at the 
per,; held the bread and cup in time of prayer ayer J Jeb. in 
order to break the bread with both Eads, the cup 
behoved to be ſet down, and ſo taken a Tecoud time. 
As to the holding in time of prayer, it cannot fo nes 
ceſſarily be — from Scripture ; and it is the 
Scripture that our buſineſs is with in this cauſe. Witlt 
regard to the taking, there are two reaſons for it; 
which may be moſt rationally inferred from Scripture! 
Firft, To point forth what the bleſſing was to be 2% 
bout; 24/5, the ſake of adminiſtrating or giving; 
Now, according to this two-fold reaſon, there might 
de literally the . dener, and ſo no Particular ren 


jon for rhe holding 


It is then urs. ER fay; 6 If his example id thi 
4 matter were to be inte by his followers, it wo 
© behove them to imitate the ſame fairly and hon 

Ay, Juſt as it ſtands, without cutting and carvin 
„ upon it; as an arbitrary and partial dealing in th 
© matter, would be à corrupting of his example, 
es ſubſtitut ing an vnjuſt reſemblance in its place. 
But who cuts and carves upon it ? who is fubſtiratng 2 
an unjuſt reſemblance in its place? When it is 
with open mouth, that there vas any ſecond 1 8 | 
our Saviour, why then fubſtirute a ſecond tali 2 


neder was; in room of a taking which is allowed to: Be 
his, and yet pretend to plead his example ? If his ent 


ing to our ſtandards, pleadable for the other aftions. 
Any natural neceſſity that may appear, for con | 
the actions of taling, breaking, and giving,” is all b 
2 matter of bare natural reaſon, whey ir is the drum 
that faith hai to do with. | n: 
In ſpeaking concerning the action of A no⸗ b 
r to ſay, God, as 
* a judge, was primarily and righteouſly concerned in 
* the breaking: But can a miniſter, in his act of 
breaking, be ſuppoſed to perſonate the righteous 
« Judge ? e e . — were inſtru- 
* 7 . mentally, 


ample de pled in behalf of giving, it is cqually, accord . 


3 
, 
8 * \ 
2 
ww» 
0 ' 
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as cheatrically or figuratively cruci- 
Gad? Here is ſuch deteſtable ſtuff; 
together with the moſt horrid nonſenſe in language, 
that it is a wonder how any man, in che. ſober uſe of 
| | offer to write ſuch. According to 
awful ſtyle, an Atheiſt might aſk, How can a 
breed be. Genre of Chrifta body 7 How con. fs 
I „that never bad life, be a figure of a bro: 
ken body as loling life ? How can a miniſter perſonate 


ſonate him, in giving 
to them and other * like- 


[the truth is, This 8 . 10 
ae chriſtian religion, is as far remote from any thea- | 
,repreſemation, as any thing can; be. Coneern- 
g the clement of bread, we have no ſcourgings, no 
mock-crowning with thorns, no derifive dreflings with 
a purple. robe, no nailing to a tree, no wagging of 
the bead, no piercing with a ſpear, together with 
Dany other things acted about the death of Chriſt. 
Ic. is an 3 that is ſpiritual, being the exhibiting 
of divine things to the faith of Chriſtians; an inſti- 
tuted MEMORIAL of Chriſt's death: And the breab- 
ing is this principally, as the whole ordinance is named 
it, when, it is ſaid, in breaking of brand. To break 
read +. The. bread wobich — Alſo, while = 
moral pt, that death, it is the goſpel that ſhews 
ms anne, vix · the death of theicrois.. 80 it 
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is an ordinance that ſuppoſes a previous learning about 
that death, as it is not a converting, but a confirming dr: 
dinance. | 7 4&3 F394, HE: $97 & lie oth 
It is plain, that we are to learn about this infituton, 
in ſearching the . for, take it out abe de 
Scripture, and preſent it to thoſe who never ſaw a 
Bible, it would be as meaningleſs to them, as a ſeat 
ſhown upon a piece of blank paper. Paul ſeems to 
have been a great ſtranger to that principle, via. That 
« nothing is to be admitted of as myſtical in the Sacrament 
« of the Supper, but what our Lord hath put a myſtis 
« cal ſenſe upon by the word of inflitution.” For, tho? 
it be ſpiritually underſtood, yet we have not one ſylla- 
ble exprefſed in the words of inſtitution, of what Paul 
fays, viz. We being many, are one bread, one body *. It 
alſo overturns this pretended principle, to ſay, That 
Chriſt's © viſible giving thereof,” viz. bread wine, 
« was made fignificative of his ſpirityal giying of him- 
6 ſelf. And that the diſciples, “ their viſible receive 
« ing thereof, — was made fignificative ' of receiving 
« Chriſt ' himſelf by faith.” While theſe are readily _ 
allowed to be true, yet where do we learn fuch? For 
theſe meanings are not given by the words of inſtity= __ 
tion. Matthew and Mark mention not one ſyllable ß 
any meaning, as to any of the actions, but only of he 
elements. And'Lake, when he mentions giving, he © 
does not ſay given to, but given for you, Which Paul 1 
expreſſes, broken for you ſo that any meaning given 
by the words of inſtitution, as to any of the actions, 
is only concerning that of breaking. OS, 
Again: As to the cup, the wine in it being under- 

as already preſſed from the grape in . wine 
preſs, it is called Chriſfs bload of the New Te ament, 
ſhed for many, for the remiſſion of fins ; or, The News 
Teſlament in his blood F. But the words of inſtitution, 
as recorded either by any of the Evuangeliſls, or by | 
Paul, contain not one ſyllable of any meaning, con- | 
cerning any one of the actions about the cup, belong. 
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truth be underſtood as belonging to our Lord's example 


42 
either to adminiſtrating or 
at an inſolent and abſurd banter to lays «We can- 


not but run looſe into the field of vain imaginations, 
4 if we do not ſtedfaſtly maintain and conform our- 


* ſelves to it as a fundamental principle ; That nothing 


4 ;; to be admitted of as myſtical in the Sacrament of the 
Supper, but what our Lord hath put a myſtical ſenſe 
upon by the words of inſtitution. And we are told, that 

his inſtitution of the ordinance lies in theſe words, 

175 Cor. xi. 24, 25.) : Tale, eat; this is my body tubich 
broken for ” this do in remembrance of me. This 
9 1 . Teſlament in my blood ; this de 5e, as 
as ye drink it, in remembrance of me.” But while 
wk words belong to the partaling, they muſt in 


in edmin;firating alſo ; fo that his form of adminiſtra» 
tion, pertains to his inſtcucion. berefore _ * 
hive it full and complete. * $1 
yy fo further, it appears even groſsly impions, ad 
e that our Saviour hath cloſed the door againſt 
. the Scriptures, for underſtanding him in all 
at he N in this poſitive inſtitution. He com- 


mands to ſearch the Scriptures, concerning himſelf; 
2 . ud y. then, never denied or — ſearch- 


ptures, concerning this moſt ſingular and 


Nr exhibiting of himſelf. If pne ould aſk, 


8 mean by taking the. clememis of,. bread 
me wine ? Wha, by blefling them ? Whar, by break- 
fog the bread What, by giving that bread broken, 
ind a cup of wine? What does he-mean, in ſaying, 
2 ? In ſaying, Eat ? In ſaying, Drin! In ſaying, 


anſwer to all, INTERPRETATIVELY, in his ſayings 
This 1s my body which is broken for you ; and. This cup is 
dhe New Teflament in my blood. Nevertheleſs it plainly 
means, that we are to learn from his inſpired Pro- 

ets and Apoſtles, the ſpiritual nature and extenſive 

lneſs of this ſo diſtinguiſhable an ordinance : Be, 
cauſe it is evidently appointed for thoſe 'who have 
tome of r gv 1 acquired ſome ſuch mea» 
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his do in remembrance of me There is indeed an 
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cafe ſomewhat duly 
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reted, 0d the God of all grace deliver us from ſuck 
bl indneſs ! 


” hem, under the ſpecious pretence of defending our 
fa EXCOMMUNICATED | the zaking as before 


i W prayer, and for cutting down a number of noble Pro- 
teſtant writers on the Sacrament, with other ſubjeats. 
either muſt the learned Withus eſcape in the generat _ 
| =; when it is ſaid, * and even Withus, one fg 
the moſt eminent divines of the reformed churches, - *_- - 
be though otherwiſe remarkably accurate and judicious, . ; 


has remarkably failed as to this matter, in his Gero. 


not the crucifixion, but Chrift crucified, is properly 


Beriptures; and that this 4255 and crucifixion were 
the {ame, as it was the death of the croſs. So that all 


4 
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and the veming © of mak 

: 'Sacraments, / fro __,. 

Which were: preſented from thoſe 
riters, which might well be claſſed into the number 

df the moſt famous divines that ever Europe bred-. 

But, pray, when our Saviour ſays, This do in remm ꝓ 

Er of me ; are we not to remember him in what ; 

is? in what he hath done for us? in what he is 

unto us? and in what he requires 1 ? Do we then 

here make vp four more Sacramertts.? If this be the -- 

way that ſacred inſtitutions are to be ted and inter- 8 


There is © a parade of deep learning,” in ranking £9 
up ſeven propoſitions, and an explication given' of Joh 


andards ; but really all for getting CONDEMNED. 


% nomy of the covenants,” viz. ſpiritualizing on the 
| Sacrament. But Withus, and others, confidered this 
rdinance to be all ſpiritual throughout ; and were not 
Lone fuch 2 to chriſtians, as to A 


« exhibited in that — They knew that in 4 3 
his Bis DEATH is ſbewed forth, as for our ſtandards 
and ye do ſhew the Lord's DEATH, as fay the 


hat belonged, according to Goſpel hiſtory, unto that 

ern ſcene; that awful . which the great 

our Sabiour underwent z are forth i in this or» 
|  Ginances, 
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